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FOREWORD.

“HE subject discussed in this book is one of the most important

of the problems of philosophy, and it is not difficult to under-

stand that in its application to real life it is of a paramount prac-

tical nature, not only in the domains of ethics and religion, but

also in our general attitude toward the world and in our every-day
doings.

The idea of ‘‘things-in-themselves” originates as a natural
phase in the evolution of human thought, and its formulation is as
necessary as it is for certain purposes beneficial. In denouncing the
belief in things-in-themselves as a superstition, we must therefore
warn the student not to overlook the truth that is contained in it.
For though there are no things-in-themselves, there are things,
and, though it is not less wrong to hypostasise our ideas than it is
to personify them in mythological figures, we must not regard them
as flatus vocis only, as empty ‘words, or mere names. For after
all, they denote features of actual life which are real. And the

<concept of things-in-themselves underlies many other problems,
where it is frequently so disguised as to be quite unrecognisable.
For this reason it is not wise to deal with the subject off-hand, but
to treat it in its connection with kindred questions in the domains
of epistemology and metaphysics so called. Nor is it sufficient to
state the solution only ; it is also desirable to illustrate its impor-
tance by contrasting it with the views of philosophers that hold
different opinions and still cling more or less to the antiquated be-
lief in things-in-themselves.
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™ Modern thought appears negative to the followers of the old
- schools, but it has its positive aspects, and these positive aspects
should be made prominent. In doing so we shall not only be just
_to the old schools, but also establish the claim of modern thought
to its due share of influence upon the events of the world.

When we recognise the Unknown, and also the infinitude of
possible progress, we need no longer cling to the superstitious be-
" lief in the Unknowable. Further, when we understand that im-
agination, this child of sentiment and thought, has wings and that
for all her erratic flights in the realtn of fancy she now and then
alights on a lofty crag in the ethereal realms of moral or religious
aspiration to find there an important truth, which our slow-paced
but sure-footed reason cannot as easily reach, we need neither in-
sist upon the insufficiency and baseness of reason, nor extol the
reliability of prophetic visions which are expressions of our reli-
gious instinct. In appreciating one faculty, we need not cast a
slur upon the other.

The relation between the circumference and the diameter of
the circle is quite definite and concrete, but if expressed of a
numerical fraction its value can only be approximated, admitting
of an infinite progress in accuracy. So the world is determinable
and science is reliable in spite of the fact that her work can never
be finished, and however much we progress and advance in the
solution of life's problem, we can never reach the end. But this
condition of things is not depressive to a healthy mind. On the
contrary, it is an elevating idea that,the source of knowledge will
never run dry, and that the waters of life are inexhaustible. :

THE AUTHOR.
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THE ELIMINATION OF THE META- -
PHYSICAL SURD FROM
PHILOSOPHY.

THE FAUST ATTITUDE IN PHILOSOPHY.

AUST had studied all the sciences, had taken
degrees in the four faculties, and had become a
famous professor in the university. Yet in the mono-
logue with which Goethe opens his grand drama, he
stands before us a self-confessed ignoramus, whose
lectures are a mere waste of time, since he does not .
teach things worth knowing, and whose despair
reaches its climax in the proclarhation of the dreary
doctrine that knowledge is impossible. He says:

**I've studied now Philosophy
And Jurisprudence, Medicine,—
And even, alas| Theology,—
From end to end,. with labor keen;
And here, poor fool| with all my lore
I stand no wiser than before:
I'm Magister—yea, Doctor—hight,
And straight or cross-wise, wrong or right,
These ten years long, with many woes,
I've led my scholars by the nose,—
And see, that nothing can be known! "
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Goethe’s magnificent drama has exercised upon
the minds of all civilised nations an influence little
less than that of the Bible; and here we are con-
fronted with a statement of the impossibility of scien-
tific research. But if science is vain, what shall we
do? Are we not like miners in search of useful and
precious metals, groping our way in the dark labyrinth
of excavations underground, with the assistance of the
lamp of scientific method ? If science after all is but
vanity, had we not better extinguish our lamp and
abandon ourselves to the mercy of circumstances ?

The Faust attitude is apt to exercise a baneful in-
fluence upon youthful minds, who thus accustom
themselves to find the acme of wisdom in the con-
clusion that cognition is an unprofitable sport, knowl-
edge vain, and science the empty conceit of a deluded
brain.

Faust’s words are often quoted in order to give the
prestige of Goethe’s authority to the agnostic doc-
trine; but let us bear in mind that we must explain
the words of the passage from its context; they con-
tain the exposition of the dramatic plot, embodying
Faust’s fundamental error from which all his later
mistakes arise. Far from being endorsed by Goethe,
they are proposed for refutation, and Mephistopheles,
behind Faust’s back, triumphantly says:

** Despise thou reason, scoff at science,

Which are man’s highest and best power,
And thou art mine beyond recall.”




THE FAUST ATTITUDE IN PHILOSOPHY. 3

[‘*Verachte nur Vernunft und Wissenschaft,
Der Menschen allerhéchste Kraft,
Und du bist mein schon ganz gewiss!"]

The surrender of science is the way to perdition.

Faust began his studies from the top, not from the
bottom. He began with philosophy, and we may well
assume that the philosophy he studied consisted of
that metaphysical verbiage which regards knowledge
as a comprehension of things-in-themselves. Faust
apparently imagines that so long as we do not know
what things-in-themselves are, all our knowledge re-
mains purely phenomenal and worthless. No wonder
that he is'desperate, for as he states himself, he
¢‘rummages in empty words.”

According to the metaphysical method of philos- -
ophising, we know of gold that it is yellowish or red-
dish, that it is heavier than other metals, possessing
in its pure state a certain specific weight, that it does
not corrode, is ductile or malleable, etc.; but all our
chemical knowledge avails us nothing unless we un-
derstand what the essence of gold is. John Locke,
one of the soberest philosophers, adopts this line of
argument saying:

As ¢¢it is plain that the word ‘gold stands in the
place of a substance, having the real essence of a
species of things made by nature,” our notion that
gold is something fixed, ¢¢is a truth which will always
fail us in its particular application, and so is of no
real use or certainty . . . For if we know not the real
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essence of gold, it is impossible we should know what
parcel of matter has that essence, and so whether it
be true gold or no.”—An Essay Concerning Human
Understanding, 111, vi, 50.

% Phenomenal knowledge apparently touches only
the surface of existence, and we are told that what we
need is metaphysical knowledge; but metaphysical
knowledge can be as little obtained as the blue flower
of Wonderland in the hopeless quest of which the
knights-errant of yore were busily engaged.

The fatal error of metaphysics is the reification or
hypostatisation and substantiation of names. Gold is
supposed to be an essence which is in possession of
many properties. The properties are knowable, but
the essence itself remains unknown. The error is ob-
vious enough: the properties of gold are, in truth,
qualities ; gold is the sum-total of all its qualities, and
we know what gold is as soon as we know all the
qualities of gold.

Among the philosophers of the eighteenth century
Bishop Berkeley (commonly and, even by Kant, er-
roneously regarded as a denier of reality) is the only
one who reached the proper conclusion that substance
does not exist.

While metaphysicians mystified themselves and
others with things-in-themselves and with the idea of
metaphysical knowledge, the investigators in the vari-
ous branches of science, nothing daunted, continued
in their search for truth, and it became an established
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doctrine of the day that science and philosophy were
diametrically opposed. The philosopher looked down
upon the scientist, whom he ridiculed for imagining
himself in possession of a parcel of truth, while in
fact his knowledge was a mere illusion. The scientist,
on the other hand, smiled at the ingenuous pride of
the philosopher whose grandiloquent phrases were
either the vagaries of dreamers or trivial truisms con-
cealed in the garb of pompous declamations. Some
scientists tried to keep in contact with metaphysics,
but others cut themselves loose from it, and Kirch-
hoff, in order to avoid the mysticism into which the
metaphysical conception of knowledge is liable to in-
volve a thinker, replaced in his Mechanics the term
«knowledge” by ¢‘description,” declaring that the ob-
ject of mechanics is to describe with exhaustive-thor-
oughness and the greatest attainable simplicity the
motions that take place in nature. Professor Mach,
born of the same spirit of modern science, indepen-
dently of Kirchhoff, spoke of cognition as a mimicry
or mental reconstruction of facts—ein Nachbilden der
Thatsachen.?
After science and philosophy had sepé.rated,
~science began to split up into innumerable special-
ties, and philosophy lost itself more and more in the

1See Professor Mach’s great work, Tke Science of Mechkanics, his Monist
articles, passim, and especially his ‘“ Address Delivered Before the General
Session of the German Association of Naturalists and Physicians, at Vienna,
September, 24, 1894,” published at p. 236 of his Popular Sciemtific Lectures
(Chicago : The Open Court Pub. Co. 1898, third edition).
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labyrinthian woods of metaphysics. The consequence
was that the need of a reconciliation was strongly
felt, and approaches were made from both sides to
reach an amicable status guo, in order to keep philos-
ophy sound and to preserve the solidarity of all knowl-
edge in the sciences through the establishment of a
PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE. .

Many a scientist is inclined simply to ignore the
pretensions of metaphysics, but that will not do; for
there is a truth at the bottom of its vagaries which
should not be neglected, and the declaration that
 the nature of kndwledge of any kind, in matters
philosophical or scientific, is a description of facts
will not be satisfactory until we understand the
full importance of this definition. What we need is,
first a mutual understanding between philosophers
and scientists, and then a reconciliation of their points
of view. We need a PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE, whose
duty it is to prune philosophical speculation, to render
science conscious of its aim and methods, to correlate
the various branches of investigation, and systematise
its most important results in the grand outlines of a
scientifically sound world-conception.

THINGS-IN-THEMSELVES.

The proposition that things-in-themselves cannot
be known, has often, and perhaps justly, been pro-
claimed as the central idea of Kant’s philosophy.
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Kant concludes the first section of his Z7anscendentale
Elementarlehre with this ¢critical admonition” :

** That in general nothing which is intuited in space is a thing
in itself, and that space is not a form which belongs as a property
to things ; but that objects are quite unknown to us in themselves,
and what we call outward objects are nothing else but mere rep-
resentations of our sensibility, whose form is space, but whose
real correllate, the thing in itself, is not known by means of these
representations, nor ever can be.” (K7itskd.r. V. § 4.)

The term ¢‘thing-in-itself’” means originally the
object as it is, independent of the thinking subject’s
cognition. For instance: A rainbow appears in the
clouds; the rainbow is not a thing-in-itself, but the
appearance of a thing-in-itself. The rainbow exists
in man’s sensibility only. The colors of the spectrum,
indeed all colors, the colors of the sky, of the clouds,
of trees, of living beings, are sensations only; they
are subjective phenomena, they are certain kinds of
feelings representing objective realities, but they are
not these objective realities themselves. They are
perceived in the brain and are projected to a place
outside the organism. The rainbow, as it is seen, is
not a thing, but it is something seen, it is an appear-
ance only. And this is true of all things seen and
heard and perceived by any one of the senses. The
sense-images are localised in space, they are pro-
jected outside to a spot where the combined ex-
perience of the senses has taught a sentient being to
expect them. But all the objects of the objective
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world as they are perceived are and remain subjective
sense-perceptions. The world of our senses around
us is woven of our sensations. Itis mere appearance.
This is not a question concerning which there is any
doubt, this is simply a matter of fact. But the ques-
tion arises, ‘“Can we know things as they are in-
dependent of sensation? Can we know things-in-
themselves ?”

The physicist and every scientist is engaged with
the problem, What are natural phenomena indepen-
dent of sensation? Light is a sensation of vision, but
what is the objective process that takes place when a
human eye perceives light? The physicist answers
this problem by eliminating in his mind the sense-
element and by describing the facts of the process in
terms of matter and motion. His answer is that light,
objectively considered, is a certain vibration of the
ether. If we can rely upon physical science, the thing-
in-itself of a rainbow would be a certain refraction of
ether-waves. These vibrations of the ether-waves are
transmitted from the sun, and being broken in the
falling raindrops take place independent of cognition;
they are real whether we look at them or not.

The ultimate aim of science is a description of the
natural phenomena not in terms of sense-elements,
but in terms of form. That feature of a thing which
we call its matter, constitutes its reality, but the form
of a thing, of a motion, or of a process makes the
thing that which it is; every act of causation is a
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change of form, and the forms of things are deter-
mined with the assistance of the operations of purely
formal thought, i. e., through measuring or counting.
Such is science, not only as it ought to be, but also
as it actually is. All our scientists, each one in his
field, are consciously or unconsciously working out a

solution of this problem. And a solution of this prob-
lem means, in our conception, the objective cognition
of the world—i. e., a description of the natural pro-
cesses as they are independent of sensibility.

Kant knew very well that a description of things
and of natural processes in terms of form was pos-
sible. He clung, nevertheless, to the proposition that
things-in-themselves are unknowable. And why? A
description of things and of natural processes in terms
of form was in his opinion not as yet a description of
things-in-themselves, for—and here we are confronted
with the original idea and the fundamental error of
Kantian thought—Kant did not consider the forms of
things as an objective quality of theirs, he maintained
that the formal element is purely mental and merely
subjective. The thinking mind, he declared, attrib-
utes them to the object. Space and time, the pure
forms of existence, together with all other forms, such
as causation, are, according to Kant, not qualities of
the objective world, but of the thinking subject. The
thinking subject cannot help viewing the world in the
form of its own cognition, it transfers these forms to
the objects. Therefore the thing-in-itself according
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to Kant would not be represented in a description of
the thing purely in terms of form; the thing-in-itself
would mean the thing as it would be, independent of
time and space.

Let us here point out a distinction between the
thing-in-itself and noumenon.! Noumenon means ‘“a
thing of thought.” The noumenal world is the world
of thoughts in a thinking being’s mind. The noume-
non must not be identified with the thing-in-itself.
The two terms are often confounded, but they have
to be distinguished. The idea of reflected ether-vibra-
tions is a noumenon, the objective process is the thing,
i. e., an objective reality, and in so far as they are a
reality, considered as being independent of sensation,
we may call them ¢‘a thing-in-itself.”

When Kant denies the objectivity of time and
space, he must, implicitly, also deny the objectivity
of things. The pictorial world of our sense-percep-
tion is subjective, it is built up of sensations, it is not
objective; and the world of thought is the attempt to
reduce the subjective world of sense-imagery to terms
of objective validity, i. e., to terms of form,—form
being an objective quality of things. But this world
of thought is, according to Kant, not only mental, but
purely mental ; it is purely noumenal. In other words,
noumena do not represent things independent of cog-

1Pro No-06 , not nob as some dictionaries have it.

The Greek original (the passive participle neuter form of voeiv to think) is
voovuevov, the # in its German and English transcriptions represents the

Greek ov.




THE OBJECT AND ITS QUALITIES. II

nition, they represent things as our mind thinks them.
The sensory world is mere appearance, it is a subjec-
tive phenomenon, but the world of thought, says Kant,
is not less subjective; it is a world of thought which
describes things in terms of purely mental properties
and not in properties of the things themselves. This
is tantamount to the proposition, that things-in-them-
selves cannot be known.

The term ¢ thing-in-itself,” in the sense of a thing
as it is independent of sensibility, would better be
called ¢“the objective thing,” and we shall so call it
when we wish to distinguish it from Kant’s thing-in-
itself. The objective thing is the thing, not expressed
in terms of subjective elements, such as feelings or
sensibility, but in terms of objective elements, i. e.,
in terms of form. That a description of things in
terms of forms is possible has never been denied
either by Kant or by any Kantian; but they deny that
these descriptions are anything -more than mere nou-
mena; Kant and the orthodox Kantians deny that
they represent the things as they are in themselves.
Thus the term ‘‘thing-in-itself” in the Kantian sense
comes to mean the thing as it is independent of space

and time.

THE OBJECT AND ITS QUALITIES.

That every noumenon is a mental sign is a matter
of course ; the noumenal world is ideal. But we main-
tain that these mental signs represent real qualities of
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the objective world ; they have a meaning ; the things
represented by them are actual features of reality.
Kant does not acknowledge this. To him the nou-
menal world is purely noumenal. To Kant there is
no space outside the space-conception, and so he de-
clares that space is ideal ; it is not an objective quality

of things. However, we maintain that our space-con-
ception describes, i. e., depicts or represents, space
our space-conception is ideal, yet space is not ideal
but real ; it is an objective quality of the world.

Kant's view is dualistic, or at least necessarily
leads to dualism, and it appears to rest on an unpro-
nounced dualistic assumption. Kant treats ¢‘the sub-
ject” as something quite distinct and separate from
‘‘the object.” If he had borne in mind that the sub-
ject is always at the same time an object, he would
have treated both subject as well as object as mere
abstractions of one and the same reality. Resting
upon this erroneou$ presupposition, Kant’s most con-
sequentig'l mistake, in our opinion, was his concep-
tion of what he called ¢“the ideality of time and space.”
If time and space were purely ideal, purely mental,
purely subjective, then indeed, the things as they are
would forever remain unknown to us; then indeed the
thinking mind would be as if shut up within a hollow
globe out of which it could never escape; then indeed
the world would be divided into two parts, the objec-
tive world and the subjective world ; and the gap be-
tween both could never be bridged over. The think-
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ing mind would have within itself a noumenal world
built upon the subjective elements of sense-impres-
sions. This subjective world would possess no ob-
jective value, it would not describe realities, and the
objective world would thus be unknowable, inscru-
table, and mystical.

The idea of a thing-in-itself found further support
in a mistaken conception of the unity of certain things,
especially of organisms. The unity of a combination
of parts is not merely the sum of the parts, it consists
in their peculiar combination which makes an har-
monious co-operation possible. This unity is an ad-
ditional element ; it is an entirely new creation which
exhibits features not contained in any of its parts.
There is no latent watch contained in a heap of little
wheels and cogs; the watch is created through the
combination of these wheels and cogs. The unity of
thing is its form, consisting in a special arrangement
of its parts; and this form although not material is
nevertheless real.

The materialistic conception overlooks or under-
rates the importance of form; but the spiritualist and
also the transcendentalist materialise it as some spir-
itual substance, or essence, as an entity or indepen-
dent existence. They are in this way as much ma-
terialistic as the materialist.

To elucidate the problem ¢ What are things-in-
themselves ?”” let us ask the question: What is a
melody-in-itself? The question has sense when we un-
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derstand by it, What are those new qualities which
appear through a certain combination of ‘sounds?
Those qualities are not nothing, they are something
new and quite peculiar. We call one of them rhythm,
another one is the fixed succession of notes of a dif-
ferent pitch. The qualities of a melody as a whole are
not qualities of its separate parts; the melody is
something new which originates through their com-
bination ; yet therefore the melody is not a thing-in
itself ; and if we understand by ‘‘thing-in-itself” the
objective process of its rehearsal, then, certainly, no
melody is independent of time and space.

Take another illustration. We might just as well
speak of a watch in itself, meaning thereby that pe-
culiar unity of the combination of its parts which
makes of them a watch. But if we thus speak of
<¢the w;tch in itself,’”” we must be aware that this idea
has not somewhere in a transcendental fairy-land an
independent existence above space and time, and out-
side of its parts. The unity of a certain interacting
group of parts is, on the one hand, not merely an ad-
dition made by the thinking subject, it is not purely
noumenal, it is real and objective. The unity, if com-
plete, is a new factor which has an efficacy of its own.
On the other hand it is not a thing-in-itself, indepen-
dent of its parts; it is the product of the relations in
which its parts affect one another.

Is not perhaps the basis of these vagaries a mis-
taken conception of language? We call a certain .
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. sensory picture a tree and we say, the tree has roots,
a stem, branches, leaves, and fruits. Autumn sets in
and the wind shakes the leaves off the branches. Now
we speak of a leafless tree. We cut the tree down
and we speak of a rootless tree. We burn the trunk
and the branches, and the tree as a phenomenon is
gone, all its properties are taken away. What re-
mains ? The tree-in-itself is left, but the tree-in-itself
does not exist. If all the property of a person is taken
from him, the person himself is still left. The prop-
erties of a tree, however, are not properties in the same
sense ; they are qualities. If all the qualities and parts
of a tree are gone, if only the tree-in-itself is left—
then there is left nothing but the empty word tree,
the idea of a tree.

KANT'S VIEW OF SPACE AND TIME.

Let us briefly consider the ground upon which
Kant bases his view of the ideality of space and time.
Kant asks:

**What then are time and space ? Are they real existences ?
Or are they merely relations or determinations of things, such
however as would equally belong to these things-in-themselves,
though they should never become objects of intuition; or are
they suck as belong only to the form of intuition, and conse-
quently to the subjective constitution of the mind, without which
these predicates of time and space could n>t be attached to any
object? '} (K7itik der reinen Vernunft, § 2; Meiklejohn, p. 31.)

1Italics are ours. Kant affirms the italicised question.
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We should say, to state our opinion briefly, that
space and time are not ‘‘real existences,” i. e. they
are not concrete objects, but they are real never-
theless ; they are not material things, not thingish
realities, yet they are objective qualities of things.
They are the forms of things and processes, and be-
long to the things whether they become objects of
cognition or not. In this sense, they actually belong
to the objects themselves, viz. to the objective things,
such as they are independent of cognition.

Kant argues that space and time are not concep-
tions derived from outward experience ; they have not
been abstracted from sense-impressions. They are
necessary representations a priors, they are not dis-
cursive ideas or generalisations, for there is but one
space and one time, space being represented as in-
finite and time as eternal.

From these arguments Kant draws the conclusions
that space and time do not represent qualities of an
object but that they are the form of all sensory phe-
nomena, space being the form of the external, time of
the internal sense, whatever that may mean. In other
words, space and time belong to the subjective condi-
tion of the sensibility and not to the objective world.

We answer that our conceptions of space and time
are after all derived from experience. Space and time
are abstractions. We grant that there is no time in
itself and no space in itself. Space and time are not
directly derived from outward experience, nor are they
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derived from the sense-elements of experience. Inner
experience, i. e. reflection (or thought) to the exclu-
sion of sense-impression, the experimenting with pure
forms, will lead to the construction of the concepts of
space as well as of time. Space and time, magnitudes
and numbers, having been constructed in the mind of
a thinking subject are applied to practical experience.
When counting three trees we do not abstract the
number ¢‘three ” from the three trees, but having con-
structed the system of numbers, we apply it to objects
around us.
Says Kant:

** We never can imagine or make a representation to ourselves
of the non-existence of space, though we may easily enough think
that no objects are found in it. It must therefore be considered as
the condition of the possibility of phenomena and by no means as
a determination dependent upon them and is a representation @
priori, which necessarily supplies the basis for external phe-
nomena."”

Space being the generalised concept of extended
form, and time that of motion without reference to any
contents, it will, so long as we think or move or have
our being, naturally prove impossible to think the
non-existence of space and time. Thinking is an act,
it is a process; and any act, any process, any event, is
a reality which implies or presupposes the existence of
the forms of reality. We can think of matter without
reference to form, i. e. we can have the abstract idea
of matter; but we cannot think that there is any mat-
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ter void of form. This by no means proves that
form has nothing to do with matter. On the contrary,
it proves that form and matter are inseparable. The
form of existence need not therefore be called ¢‘the
basis”’ of existence, it is simply one universal feature
of existence. And the form of existence being bound
up with existence itself, it is necessary that any think-
ing existence, in so far as it is real, in so far as it is at
the same time an object and part of the objective
world, should also be in possession of the conditions
to evolve the idea of form out of itself through inner
experience.

This inner experience of experimenting with pure
forms is different from outer experience, but it is also
a kind of cxperience. It is not a purely subjective
process ; it is a subjective process to the thinking sub-
ject, which to other subjects, however, would appear
as an objective process. The laws of pure form as
stated in the sciences of purely formal thought, are
not merely subjective ; they possess objective valid-
ity. It is true and from our standpoint a matter of
course that the laws of form are a priori, which means,
they hold good for any pure form.

Modern positivism, such as we defend it, is mo-
nisticc. We consider the entire world as one great
whole and do not forget that all noumenal representa-
tions of certain features of the world, of matter, mind,
form, even of things and our own souls included, are
mere abstractions. Reality itself remains undivided
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and indivisible. Abstract concepts are mental symbols
invented to represent certain features of reality. But
although we can in our mind separate these features
and distinguish them from other features, in the world
of reality they cannot be cut out and separated from
the rest or thought of as things-in-themselves. Grant-
ing the oneness of reality which dawns upon us in-
stinctively before consciousness is fully matured, we
are inevitably led to the conception that there may be
many space-c‘;nceptions, yet there is but one form of
reality, which implies that there is but one space and
one time.

FORM A FEATURE OF REALITY.

Kant says, and in this we agree with Kant, that
¢¢all thought must directly by means of certain signs
relate ultimately to Anschauungen.” The word An-
schauung (literally: ¢‘onlooking,” generally translated
by ‘‘intuition”) means the immediate presence of
sense-perception. Says Kant:

*‘The effect of an object upon our faculty of representation is
called sensation, and that intuition (4zsckauung) which refers to
an object by means of sensation is called empirical intuition.”

For instance, I see a rose: the image of the rose
which 1 see is the appearance or the phenomenon.
Kant continues:

*“That which in the phenomenon corresponds to the sensation
I term its matter, but that which effects that the contents of the

phenomenon can be arranged under certain relations, I call its
form.”
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In other words matter is that which affects the
senses and form is to be expressed in relations. The
difference between the formal and the material is ob-
vious. The formal is of great importance, nay, it is
of paramount importance, but it’is neither anything
apart from the material nor is it a substance. Both
concepts are disparate, though derived by mental ab-
straction from the same reality.

We fully agree with Kant when he continues:

**That in which our sensations are merely arranged, and by
which they are susceptible of assuming a certain form, cannot be
itself sensation.” )

But we do not agree with Kant when from this
proposition he derives the following conclusion :

‘It is, then, the matter of all phenomena that is given to us
a posterior:; the form must lie ready a priori for them in the
mind, and consequently can be regarded separately from all
sensation.”

Here lies the great fallacy of Kant, which rests
upon an erroneous statement and an actual distortion
of fact. The phenomenon of a rose which I see be-
fore me is not merely sensory, but also formal. The
phenomenon, i. e. the image of the rose (die Anschau-
ung) is a sensation of a special form. The term sensa-
tion as it is generally used implies its having a special
form. Accordingly the form does not, at least not \
from the beginning, lie ready @ prior7 in the mind;
forms are given together with the sensation.

Kant speaks of ‘¢that which is annexed to percep-
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tion by the conceptions of understanding,” as if our
understanding added the formal out of the mind to the
sensory elements given by experience. What is the
mind? The mind is a product of the world; it is a
system of symbols representing the things of the
world and their relations including such possible re-
lations as are worthy of aspiring for. In short, the
mind consists of ideas and ideals.!

It has often been said that the mind is the creator
of the sensory and noumenal world. This is incor-
reétly expressed, for (inind is the sensory and nou-
menal worlciiglf. The sense-pictures, the thought-
symbols, and the ideals of a man are actual parts of
this mind. They are not products but constituents of
his mind. Their organised totality is his mind itself.
The activity which takes place in a mind, i. e. the
combining, the separating, and recombining of mem-
ories, thoughts, and ideals are the actual realities, and
if we speak of a man’s understanding, or reason, or
any other so-called faculty, we have to deal with ab-
stractions. The activity of mentally separating form
and matter might be called by the general term un-
derstanding. However the faculty of understanding
is not a distinct mental organ, it consists in the several
acts of understanding, and the word understanding is
a mental symbol representing them all together as if
they were one thing.

1The problem of * The Origin of the Mind '* having been discussed else-
where, need not concern us here. See The Soul of Man, pp. 23-46. )
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And certainly these acts of understanding as little
import the formal into the world of sensation as the
miner carries the metals into the mines. The formal,
the relational, or the a priors, is first extracted out of
the data of experience not otherwise than iron is
gained out of the ores. The ore is not iron but it con-
tains iron, the phenomenon of a rose is not purely a
sense-impression, it is a sense-impression of a certain
form. We are aware of the fact that mind is an en-
tirely new creation different from the non-mental
world, .'gret at the same time we maintain that the
elements from which mind develops are the same as
the elements of the non-mental world. Nature fur-
nishes the entire raw material and whatever new crea-
tion the product of a new development is, nothing
can be added to the raw material, of which the formial

-is the most indispensable part.

The raw material of sensory phenomena as soon as
it is worked out, and also the activity of working it
out are called mind. / Mind accordingly originates with
the appearance of sentient substance as the organisa-
tion of feelings and the memories of feelings—these
memories being conditioned through the preservation
of the form of sentient substance. Mind is not some-
thing different from the world but must be considered -
as its product and highest eflorescence. Mind is
made of the same substance as the universe and the
mind-forms are a reflection of the forms of objective
existence. /’
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As soon as a system of forms has developed in a
sentient being, thus constituting its mind, this system
can be referred to the objective forms of things. In
this sense we can say with Kant, that the understand-
ing imports form into phenomena; and this importa-
tion is a re-importation. It is an essential element
of cognition, that we systematise form and then refer
the objectively formal to the subjective system of
formal thought.

THINGS AND RELATIONS.

The proposition that things-in-themselves are un-
knowable finds a strong argument in the statement
that we know relations only and that all knowledge is’
relative. Undoubtedly this is true; but what is a
relation ?

When I once proposed this question, I was an-
swered :

‘* A relation is the connection between two things; it is that
something in which the one stands to the other, in short, it is the
betwixtness of things."

This is exactly what a relation is not. From such
a definition of relation agnosticism will necessarily
follow. It is a misstatement of the case, and when
we come to follow out the idea, we shall be led into
inextricable contradictions, and unless we revise the
whole argument, we shall have to confess that we are
at our wits’ end.

The question, What is relation ? was one of the
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issues between the two great medizval schools of phi-
losophy, the Nominalists and the Realists.! The Nom-
inalists answered: ¢¢A relation is a mere product of
the mind,” while the Realists declared that ¢¢a rela-
tion without which the thing cannot be, is in the
thing.”

Both schools relied upon Aristotle’s authority.
Aristotle had declared that matter is mere possibility
of existence (it is dvvdper év) and form is that which
makes it real, the formal is the real, form is existence
or being (odola). The metal of a statue, Aristotle
says, is its matter, the idea of the statue is its form,
both together make the real statue. The metal hav-
ing had another form before, did not exist with the in-
herent purpose of being this metal of the statue. The
metal is the mere potentiality of becoming a statue.?
Hence, says Aristotle, not the matter but the form
constitutes the reality of the statue, the form is that
which is real, or that which makes actual, évepyela dv,
it is the being in completeness or actuality, évrerexela
v, i. e. that which makes a thing exist in its purpose
(& 7\ e Eew). If the formal alone is and makes real,
relations must be real. This is in favor of the Realists.

Yet Aristotle’s philosophy is not in every respect

11t is scarcely necessary to mention that mediaval Realism is different
from modern Realism. N

~  2Aristotle’s idea of matter being potential existence is a fiction. Fictions
of that kind are useful for certain purposes, but we must not forget that they
are fictions. We might just as well introduce any other system of fictions.
For instance we might with certainly not less propriety look upon the idea in
the mind of an artist as potential reality while its appearance in a material
shape is conceived to produce actual reality. ’
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clearly worked out. In fact there are two Aristotles,
the one being a Platonist, the other a naturalist, the
one believing in universals, the other investigating
concrete things and taking individuals as real beings.
But both Aristotles and with them both parties of the
schoolmen had no clear conception of the nature of
ideas, what they are, and what they purport, and how
we can discriminate between their subjective and ob-
jective elements. Ideas have a meaning. Istheir mean-
ing purely mental or has it an objective value? We
say that it has.

The same Aristotle who considered the formal as
that which makes real, denied the objective existence
of relations. He said that such qualities as greater,
or smaller, double or half, indeed all relations (the
mpés 7 of things) did not belong to the things, but
were added to them by the thinking subject. Ergo
relations are mere products of the mind, they have no
objective value. This was in favor of the Nom-
inalists.

Now it is true that some relations are purely
mental in so far as the comparison upon which they
rest is purely imaginary. An answer to the question,
‘Who was the greater, Alexander or Cesar ? depends
upon the standard of measurement which we create
for the special purpose. Some such relations have no
objective value, they are not facts but a play of imagi-
nation dependent on the recognition of the standard
of measurement. But how is it, if we express the
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relation between the gravity of a stone and the whole
mass of the earth as it manifests itself in the stone’s
fall? Is that also a mere product of the mind? Cer-
tainly Newton’s laws describing gravitation in exact
and mathematical formulas are a product of the mind,
but this product of the mind has an objective value, it
has a meaning, it describes facts, and these facts are

certain relations between certain things.

*
% *

The fault of the modern misconception of relativity
lies in the assumption that the two or more things are
considered as things-in-themselves. We are apt to
consider the gravity of two masses, of a stone and of
the earth, as a relation between two independent
things. Here is the stone and there is the earth and
the relation is considered as some third item, being
the connection in which the one stands to the other.

In reality there are not two things and, in addition
to them, a betweenness of the two things. The world
is not a sum of things, not even a system of things,
but a whole indivisible entirety and what we call
things are abstractions which serve special purposes
in the household of cognition. All things consist, as
it were, of innumerable relations to all other things.
When we abstract one special process which takes
place in the province of what we are wont to call Zewo
things, we have to deal with a relation.

There are no relations-in-themselves and there are
no things-in-themselves. Relations describe certain
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features of reality obtaining between what we call
two or more things, and in ‘this description all other
features of which the real things consist are purposely
omitted.

There is no quality of things that is not at the same
time a quality of relation. Every quality of a thing
characterises it under a certain condition ; it appears
as an effect upon something and thus it is actual as a
relation. Cognition analyses things into bundles of
relations and all these relations together make up the
things.

The modern idea that we can know relations only
and that there are things-in-themselves which are un-
knowable is an old error inherited from medizval
scholasticism, and its roots can be traced back to the
philosophy of Aristotle. The difficulty disappears as
soon as we consider the whole world (ourselves in-
cluded) as an interacting whole, and that the concep-
tions ¢‘things’ and ¢‘relations” have been invented
for describing certain of its parts and certain of its in-
teractions or interconnections.

If we push the idea of things in themselves to the
ultimate extreme we arrive at the atomistic concep-
tion of the universe. Atoms are the things in them-
selves reduced to the point system. I we consider the
world as a heap of innumerable atoms, we are at a
loss how to explain the interaction among these
atoms. The atomist universalises the substance-ab-
straction and will be disappointed afterwards not to
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be able to deduce from his universalisation other qual-
ities which are found in reality, such as the relations
of things, their interconnections, their spontaneity of
motion, the life of organised beings, and the mind of
thinking creatures.

~" " Ideas are symbols and symbols have a meaning.
The whole realm of mental representations may be
viewed in their symbolism or in their significance.
Considering their symbolism, ideas of things as well
as of relations are products of the mind; considering
their meaning, ideas represent realities; in other
words: their contents or that which they signify is
real.

It appears that neither Nominalism nor Realism
is right ; yet if we stretch them only a little, if we are
allowed to interpret them in the light of a monistic
world-conception, both are right. They cease to be
contradictory and become complementary. Universals
are real, say the Realists, i. e. the forms and relations
of things are actualities. Universals are names, say
the Nominalists, i. e. the relations and forms in which
we describe the world are mental symbols.

The Realists had the misfortune to defeat the
Nominalists entirely, and thus had a chance to insist
upon being right in every respect. All opposition
having ceased, the errors of Realism grew in extra-
ordinary exuberance. Nominalism in the meantime
raised its head in opposition to the recognised author-
ity of the Church as well as the schools, slowly yet
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powerfully and irresistibly. The errors and the ty-
ranny of Realism gave strength to the Nominalistic
movement which reached its height in Kant’s philos-
ophy. The Realists had gone to the extreme of de-
claring that universals were things, real substances,
independent of single and concrete objects, and the
Nominalists on the other hand, represented by Kant,
went so far as to declare that all relations, time and
space included, were mere products of the mind.

If the relations are mere products of the mind, all
knowledge being a knowledge of relations, knowledge
becomes impossible. That last consequence was
drawn by Kant and is emphatically insisted upon by
agnosticism.

There is but one world-conception that can dis-
pense with these conclusions: it is that view which
conceives of the All as a whole; and of knowledge as
a description of its parts, qualities, and relations,
ever mindful on the one hand that the parts are parts,
that qualities and relations are certain features only,
not entire realities, or isolated entities, and that the
symbols ‘thereof frequently overlap each other; on
the other hand, that there is nothing absolute.l

There are no things-in-themselves, but there are
forms-in-themselves; or, in other words, the proper
sense in which the term ¢ thing-in-itself” can be used

1The term ‘‘absolute " is for that reason neither meaningless nor redun-

dant. It denotes a certain method 